Lincoln, Nationalism, and the Ethics of Emancipation declare their independence from Britain, energizing the ideals of human equality and selfdetermination. Liberal and evangelical Christianity called individuals to action, fueling the rise of abolition. Humanity's common, categorical right to liberty undermined the justification of slavery in the eighteenth century and culminated in the egalitarian thrust of Civil War and Reconstruction.
As all historians have recognized, the argument for human rights faced formidable obstacles. The combination of material advantage, class authority, and political power that can be summed up in the term "interest" was probably the most challenging, but close behind was the widespread fear that emancipation would let loose a bloodbath, as whites imagined the violence they were inflicting on blacks turned back against themselves. Moreover, as Davis emphasized, Christian and Enlightenment principles left ample room for qualifying judgments. The continuing hierarchical understanding of the Christian cosmos, of natural qualities, and of social organization allowed the abridgment of common humanity. Many Americans north as well as south rejected the argument against slavery altogether on moral grounds, relying instead on biblical authority and racial science. Many argued that liberal rights applied only to persons who demanded and were capable of exercising them and that Africans lacked the capacity for freedom. In the democratizing antebellum decades, the more powerful the language of equal rights became, the more racial differences were amplified. Given those barriers to the recognition of universal human rights, it is not surprising that historians have put their ultimate triumph in the Civil War and Reconstruction at the ethical center of emancipation history. 4 Historians' understanding of Lincoln now conforms to that story of emancipation. Although some popular traditions, particularly those of African Americans, had long regarded Lincoln as the Great Emancipator, early twentieth-century historians had placed his greatness elsewhere-in saving the Union, elevating the common man, or moderating the fanaticism of radicals and secessionists alike. During the twentieth century's second reconstruction, historians began to emphasize instead Lincoln's human rights credentials. Lincoln claimed a long-standing revulsion from the inhumanity of slavery, and during the 1850s he outspokenly declared it morally wrong. In an 1854 speech in Peoria, Illinois, that laid out the basic position he was to take on slavery until 1863, he grounded his ethical stance in classical liberal doctrine: "The proposition that each man should do precisely as he pleases with all which is exclusively his own, lies at the foundation of the sense of justice there is in me," he declared. "The doctrine of self government is rightabsolutely and eternally right." Whether the principle of self-government applied to the Negro depended simply on "whether a negro is not or is a man," a question whose answer he never doubted. Afro-American Character and Destiny, 1817 -1914 (1971 Hanover, 1987) ; Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins of American Racial AngloSaxonism (Cambridge, Mass., 1981) ; Joanne Pope Melish, Disowning Slavery: Gradual Emancipation and "Race" in New England, 1780 -1860 (Ithaca, 1998 Lincoln's historical reputation suffered, however, when his racial views came under closer scrutiny. During the 1850s Lincoln had made clear that for all their equal humanity, he could not imagine blacks as equal citizens of the Republic: If we free them, he asked, shall we "make them politically and socially, our equals? My own feelings will not admit of this; and if they would, we well know that those of the great mass of white people will not." He did not indulge in the flagrant race-baiting of his political opponents, but he had no problem repeatedly denying the Democrats' charges that he favored Negro equality. Lincoln believed that the only long-term solution to slavery was voluntary colonization, and he clung to the last shreds of that idea even as he issued the wartime Emancipation Proclamation. Expressing the racially conscious view of Lincoln, George Fredrickson aptly characterized him as someone who believed the Negro to be "a man but not a brother." 6 Despite that historiographical turn, an effort to rehabilitate Lincoln as the Great Emancipator has worked to regain lost ground. Historians invoked not only Lincoln's moral condemnation of slavery during the 1850s but also the change in his position on emancipation and civil rights during the Civil War, although how far and at what speed he changed is still disputed. Those historians emphasize the boldness of Lincoln's moves against slavery and explain his racist remarks as necessary, if regrettable, political rhetoric on the road to emancipation. Even if tarnished by racist politics, Lincoln's advancing liberal principles annexed his story to the larger emancipation narrative.
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That view has not altogether dominated Lincoln historiography. A number of Lincoln's biographers believe, as did the historian David Potter, that Lincoln "always regarded the perpetuation of the Union as more important than the abolition of slavery." The recent efforts to emphasize Lincoln's emancipationist credentials, Fredrickson asserted-and I agree-"have not been able to reverse the priorities."
8 Historians and political theorists, meanwhile, have given renewed attention to nationalism, providing new ways to address the historiographical divide. To understand Lincoln's changing moral stance toward slavery and emancipation, it must be examined in the context of his allegiance to the naJoshua F. Speed, Aug. 24, 1855 , in The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, ed. Roy P. Basler (8 vols., New Brunswick, 1953 Abraham Lincoln, "Speech at Peoria," Oct. 16, 1854, ibid., 265-66, 271 . Throughout this essay, I attribute to Abraham Lincoln only his written words or speeches recorded at the time. 6 Lincoln, "Speech at Peoria," 256; Eric Foner, "Lincoln and Colonization," in Our Lincoln: New Perspectives on Lincoln and His World, ed. Eric Foner (New York, 2008) , 161-62; George M. Fredrickson, "A Man but Not a Brother: Abraham Lincoln and Racial Equality," Journal of Southern History, 41 (Feb. 1975) , 39-58. For an expanded account that largely reaffirmed his earlier judgment, see Fredrickson, Big Enough to Be Inconsistent. On historians' views of Lincoln in regard to race, see ibid., [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] and Peterson, Lincoln in American Memory, 384. 7 For works that emphasize Lincoln's emancipationist and egalitarian motives and attribute his contrary statements to political style and expediency but apply political analysis asymmetrically, ignoring the political motives that fueled Lincoln's antislavery actions, see La Wanda Cox, Lincoln and Black Freedom: A Study in Presidential Leadership (Columbia, S.C., 1981) (New York, 2002) ; and Allen C. Guelzo, Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation (New York, 2004) . See also Peterson, Lincoln in American Memory, [298] [299] [300] [301] [302] [303] [304] [305] [306] [307] [308] [309] [310] (New York, 1995), 15, 133-37, 362-69. tion. My purpose is not to weigh his moral principles against his political calculations as most recent studies have done, for he was adept at combining them, but to clarify the ethical consequences of his adherence to two values-the American nation and universal liberty-to which he was sincerely but unequally devoted.
In placing universal moral principles, rather than nationality, at the center of the history of emancipation, historians reflect not only the contemporary interest in human rights but also the way ethical issues are understood in modern America's liberal culture. Liberals ground ethical obligation in persons' universal capacity for reason and moral will. The universal principles generated by reason are what command allegiance and determine obligation; they are what moral argument is about. In contrast, particularist ethical theories, which center obligation on social relationships, carry less weight. Particularist theories are based on individuals' embeddedness in social groups, and group membership generates moral commitments that range as narrowly or widely as communal identification.
9 Nationality, like membership in a family or local community, is a social relationship that enters into one's identity and is a source of moral obligation. Unlike the face-toface communities of family or neighborhood, the nation is an "imagined community," but one so deeply implanted in identity by ideology and shared culture that, as Rogers M. Smith noted, the obligations it imposes "legitimately trump many of the demands made on its members in the name of other associations." According to universalist liberal logic, however, allegiance to a nation is suspect precisely because it entails obligations only for its members and gives special moral consideration to the life of the nation.
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Given the strength of liberal premises in modern American culture, it is understandable that the nation is not sufficiently acknowledged in discussions of the ethics of emancipation. Yet during the nineteenth century, a still-powerful republican heritage and newer currents of romantic nationalism made the American nation into a high moral good. The nation in nineteenth-century America, as in Europe, was understood as a group of people who constituted a political, cultural, and territorial community. In the United States, "Republic" and "Union," each with its own distinctive meanings, also conveyed the sense of nationhood. First and foremost, Americans understood themselves as a political community, created by the historical event of the Revolution and the political institutions of Republic and Constitution. By the 1830s, 1840s, and 1850s, a period of both sectional conflict and nation building, the term "Union" was commonly employed to express both the nation's unity and its careful structure of decentralized power. Whether defined as a polity and people united by common language, laws, and ancestry or as a political union bound together by historical affiliation, fraternal feeling, and the principle of states' rights, the Union was invested with the sentiments of nationality. The disjunction between these two starting points for moral theory has been central to the liberalcommunitarian debates of the past decades. See David Miller, On Nationality (New York, 1995) ; Nancy L. Rosenblum, ed., Liberalism and the Moral Life (Cambridge, Mass., 1989) ; Shlomo Avineri and Avner de-Shalit, eds., Communitarianism and Individualism (New York, 1992) The United States, like other modern nations, was created by deliberate cultural construction, the work of elites whose political, cultural, and economic interests were thereby advanced.
12 Hoping to link liberty and order, postcolonial elites launched campaigns to instill love of country, loyalty to republican principles and institutions, and fraternal feeling. Their efforts bore fruit in the patriotic rhetoric of literature, schoolbooks, political speech, and public ritual. National government in the antebellum United States was notoriously weak, but nationalist ideology was strong. Smith has traced the power of ideology to construct nationality to "ethically constitutive stories" that create "potent moral affirmations of particular identities." The "ethically constitutive story" Americans told located the nation in the historical American people, their liberal-republican political institutions, and the democratic opportunity those institutions fostered. The story joined elite interests to those of the expanding white male electorate and grounded both in libertarian and egalitarian values. The nation's unity and its members' mutual obligation were often expressed in the language of family-the founding generation figured as "fathers" who linked the generations across time and fraternal sentiment as the glue that held brothers together in the face of partisan, class, and sectional conflict. The nation, like the family, formed its members' identities and anchored their ethical world.
13
Nationalist ideology cast the principles of liberty and republican government as both particular to the American nation and universal. Universal liberty was said to be specially seated in the United States. Repudiating the political and social oppression of Europethe American story went-the Revolution and Constitution made America the first modern republic, governed by the free consent of the people, specially constructed and favored by nature to escape the fatal tendency of all previous republics to decline into corruption, class conflict, and tyranny. Conservative southerners, according to Nicholas Guyatt, were satisfied with limited versions of the national story, with "national survival instead of the world's redemption." The more popular nationalist idioms placed the new nation at the forefront of the worldwide movement toward liberty, giving the United States a unique, universally significant place in history that grew in importance as liberal revolutions rose and then faltered in Europe. Historians have often called this ethically constitutive story American exceptionalism because America, more than any other country, was said to exemplify the universal ideals ordained by world history. For most nineteenth-century Americans, Providence or an active personal God guided history, and nationalist ideology regularly attributed the American narrative to those divine sources. Some orthodox Christians and some skeptics, declining to claim knowledge of God's will in history, distanced themselves from the national ideology. Where it held sway, however, America was at once the actual nation and the ideal one decreed by God, nature, and history. (Princeton, 1996) , 19-52. 14 On American exceptionalism as a nationalist ideology grounded in republican history and Protestant belief, Lincoln, Nationalism, and the Ethics of Emancipation
When historical discussions of emancipation have taken nationalism into account, the particular American nation has been overshadowed by the universal ethical principles attached to it. Yet the nation carried its own moral value and historical particularities. Linking universal principle to national identity is in any case problematic. The nation and its principles can energize each other, but they are also made hostage to each other. The alliance not only joins obligations that are in theory incommensurable; it requires that the actual nation enact the universal ideals it claims.
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If America and liberty have been fused in ideology, they have hardly been seamless in practice, and the disjunction is nowhere more glaring than in regard to slavery. Despite the rise of antislavery sentiment during the Revolution, the Founders had placed crucial supports for slavery in the Constitution and omitted the natural law language of the Declaration of Independence, for the inalienable rights useful in starting a revolution were deemed disruptive in framing a stable social order, especially one that included slavery. Even as northern states gradually abolished slavery and white men gained new kinds of freedom, slavery deepened its hold in the South and northern jurists retreated from the human rights claims of natural law for the limits imposed by positive law. The Union was understood north and south to be a compact between free and slave societies, a hybrid slaveholding republic. To call that duality into question was to threaten the existence of the nation. From the formation of the Constitution on, allegiance to the actual nation was thus an obstacle to emancipation. The nation's fundamental political and legal framework immobilized universalist arguments for emancipation.
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Nationalist ideology had the capacity both to confirm the dual slaveholding republic and to challenge its contradictions. As the historiography of emancipation has emphasized, nationalist ideology exposed the contradiction of slavery and propagated human rights principles in the United States as elsewhere in the Western world. Abolitionists unreservedly adopted the universalist logic of American nationalism and reshaped their particularist allegiance to fit. Few pushed universalism as far as William Lloyd Garrison, who denied any moral weight to nationality if it abridged universal benevolence. Yet even for Garrison, the motto "our country is the world" expressed a two-pronged allegiance, one that he and other abolitionists owned when civil war broke out. For African American spokesmen, as for most abolitionists, the nationalist language of liberty remained throughout the antebellum decades a major resource for universal principle. Hosea Eas- ton in the 1820s and 1830s, like Frederick Douglass in the 1850s, declared blacks and whites, slaves and freemen, to be members of the American nation and entitled to all the "Civil, Religious, and Social Privileges of the Country." In the light of the declaration's assertion of natural rights, Douglass interpreted the Constitution as an antislavery document and the nation as potential exemplar to the world. 17 However, most white people in the United States, who had been conditioned by the existence of slavery, assumed that the inalienable rights conferred by the nation could be claimed only by whites. Although America's ethically constitutive story bound its adherents to respect the human rights of all people, most white Americans denied blacks the common humanity and national membership that entitled them to equal respect. In the popular ethnoracial strain of nationalism, the Anglo-Saxon or, more broadly, the Caucasian race that founded the nation was considered uniquely capable of republican liberty both in America and the world and thus an essential basis of national identity. As the expansionist senator William H. Seward expressed it in 1850, the Americans were one "homogeneous" Caucasian people, while "the African race, bond and free," was incapable of "assimilation and absorption," an "inferior" mass and "disturbing" factor. For Seward and his "ruling homogeneous family," race excluded blacks from the essential character of the nation. 18 Yet Seward was an opponent of slavery, and in the same speech in which he defined the nation by race, he went on to declare that there was a "higher law"-a universal law of nature and God-that condemned slavery. In Seward as in many antebellum Americans, nationalist ideology may have aroused universalist antislavery ideals, but the ideals did not lead them to reconstitute the nation on universalist principle. One function of nationalist ideology is to cover over the contradictions between ideals and practice, to bathe the darker shades of national reality in the glow of the ideal. 19 In the glow of American exceptionalism, black slavery could virtually disappear from the identity of the nation. White consciences could be assured that despite the nation's structural incorporation of slavery, America remained the embodiment of universal liberty.
The federal structure of the nation facilitated this strategy, and it was jealously guarded by the South's robust version of states' rights. Slavery could be considered a domestic institution under control of the states, virtually outside the domain of national power and identity. 20 For most whites, during much of the antebellum period, the exceptionalist link Lincoln, Nationalism, and the Ethics of Emancipation between nation and liberal principle probably obscured, rather than exposed, the profoundly contradictory values embedded in America's national self-conception.
Lincoln shared in this antebellum history of the nation and its uneasy complicity in slavery. He is a prime example of how universal principle and particular nation worked together-and against each other-toward emancipation. As many historians have concluded, there is no better place to begin understanding Lincoln than one of his first public speeches, addressed to the Young Men's Lyceum of Springfield, Illinois, in 1838. His topic was "The Perpetuation of Our Political Institutions," a topic synonymous for Lincoln with the perpetuation of the nation. He defined the nation in accord with nineteenth-century nationalism as a particular historical people ("we, the American People"), with its own territory ("the fairest portion of the earth"), and a government that embodied universal values ("a political edifice of liberty and equal rights"). Using the language of exceptionalism, he described America's republican institutions as more conducive to liberty "than any of which the history of former times tells us." The duty of his generation was to bequeath the nation "undecayed by the lapse of time and untorn by usurpation, to the latest generation that fate shall permit the world to know." Like most Americans, but more consciously than most, Lincoln located the sources of that moral obligation in both the particular and universal meanings of the nation: "gratitude to our fathers, justice to ourselves, duty to posterity, and love for our species in general." 21 Lincoln characterized this historical nation throughout the speech-and for the remainder of his life-as an intergenerational family. A "hardy, brave, and patriotic . . . race of ancestors" made the nation; we are their "inheritors." The task of his own generation was a problem for him because he had absorbed the fear of the republic's fragility that shadowed the exceptionalist narrative. In classical republican discourse, time is the enemy of the life of the republic, the bearer of decay and usurpation. Lincoln feared that historical circumstances now made maintenance of the American republic more difficult for the heirs than founding had been for the fathers. He saw around him increasing "disregard for law" and mob violence; in time, he feared, violence would make the people lose faith in their political institutions and succumb to a tyrant. Notably, the examples of violence he chose to mention were caused by abolitionist agitation or by slavery. Against this threat Lincoln urged: "Let every man remember that to violate the law, is to trample on the blood of his father, and to tear the character of his own, and his children's liberty. . . . Let reverence for the laws" become "the political religion of the nation." In other words, if the Republic was to fulfill its exceptionalist destiny and live forever, later generations must cling to first principles, the structure of law the fathers put in place. Lincoln, ed. Basler, I, . Except when referring to the generic "country," Lincoln in this speech used the term "nation" to refer to the United States. He often did so thereafter, especially when emphasizing the whole people or the historic entity whose destiny hung in the balance. He first began to refer to the United States as the "Union" (in other than a generic sense of the "country") in October 1845, when discussing territorial issues, with Union also carrying the connotation of a union of states. During the 1850s he used Union more frequently than nation, most often with this double connotation of federalism and nationality. When secession turned to war, the Union became the name for the whole nation that the North now claimed to represent and was fighting to preserve. See, for example, Lincoln to Albert G. Hodges, April 4, 1864, ibid., VII, 281. 22 Lincoln, "Address before the Young Men's Lyceum of Springfield," 109, 112.
There were undoubtedly personal reasons why Lincoln, from the outset of his career, believed so deeply in the nation as a moral good and felt so deeply the task of preserving it. For a poor, ambitious young man who distanced himself from his own father as he became a successful lawyer and Whig politician, the nation stood for the principles of liberal individualism, democratic equality, and national development that fueled his own rise in life and gave him a grander set of fathers. But he was not alone in this attachment. His generation had been educated in a language of nationalism that stressed familial ties, reverence for the Constitution, the exceptionalist mission of the American republic in world history, and the danger of republican decline. "As a nation of freemen, we must live through all time, or die by suicide," he said. Come what may, Lincoln was not going to be the son who allowed the nation to "die by suicide."
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The American nation and the universal principles it embodied in world history remained Lincoln's central values for the remainder of his life. If he was aware of a conflict between nation and principle as he began his career, he accepted the exceptionalist claim of the slaveholding republic to be a bastion of liberty. By 1838, when he delivered his lyceum speech, abolitionists were beginning to loosen the ideological glue that held nation and principle together, but Lincoln inveighed against the violence that threatened the nation, set off by abolition and slavery both, rather than against slavery itself. Historians always credit Lincoln's reverence for the law and the Constitution, but Lincoln invoked it here specifically in service of maintaining the nation. As Fredrickson noted, his "constitutionalism and legalism as impediments to antislavery activism were . . . part and parcel of his reverence for the Union," and his constitutional scruples remained corollary to his nationalism throughout his political career.
24 For Lincoln especially, as for northerners generally, allegiance to the nation added powerful moral weight to the interest, fear, and racism that contained the emancipationist argument.
What began to change the balance of forces was the prospect of the extension of slavery into the trans-Mississippi territories in the mid-1840s. The territorial conflict for the first time mobilized a powerful northern interest against slavery that demanded "free soil" in the West while promising not to interfere with slavery where it already existed. As Lincoln said in 1854, "We want [these territories] for the homes of free white people. . . . Slave states are places for poor white people to remove FROM; not to remove TO. New free States are the places for poor people to go to and better their condition." More slave states would also compound the disadvantage in "control of the government" that northern voters already faced. The economic and political interests aroused by the territorial debate also brought into play America's national self-conception as a free nation, and the world's increasingly hostile judgment of slavery raised the stakes of the debate still further. Slavery in the South and free labor in the North were defended as moral goods necessary to the free identity of the white republic and its exceptionalist promise. As William R. Brock argued, "the relation of slavery to national character" was "the essential point of debate." In the North the moral weight of national allegiance thus began to count against slavery, although not necessarily for emancipation. Many free-soil advocates expressed as much dislike of blacks as of slavery. Still, the relation of slavery to the nation's character reopened the question of the morality of slavery. John L. O'Sullivan, a Democratic spokesman for Manifest Destiny and noninterference with slavery, complained in 1845, What has become of the Southern doctrine-what, of the Northern Democratic position-that the institution of slavery, whether good or evil, was a local and not a federal institution-with which the Free States had nothing to do-for which they were in no wise responsible, either to their own conscience or to the judgment of the world.
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The identification with the nation roused by the free-soil debate could apparently bring home to individual consciences what abstract reason had not and force a fresh consideration of the nation's moral claims.
Certainly that appears to be true of Lincoln. In a free-soil statement of 1845 that urged the northern states to leave slavery alone where it already existed, Lincoln first registered a recognition that slavery could put American nationality and universal liberty at odds: "I hold it to be a paramount duty of us in the free states, due to the Union of the states, and perhaps to liberty itself (paradox though it may seem) to let the slavery of the other states alone." In 1845 as in 1838, Lincoln's "paramount" obligation remained his duty to preserve the nation and that meant preserving the slaveholding republic. The conflict between nation and principle was now visible, however, in his "paradox" and he worked to erase it. As theorists have shown, the incommensurability between universal moral principles and the obligations arising from particular social relations is one of the most vexing of liberal politics. 27 Lincoln saw the possibility that the nation's exceptionalist character might bridge the competing obligations to nation and liberty. Maintaining the slaveholding republic preserved the exceptionalist nation and thus "perhaps . . . (paradox though it may seem)" fulfilled the "duty of us in the free states" to "liberty itself." The conditional "perhaps" and the seeming "paradox" would soon disappear from his speeches. In the free-soil debate, allegiance to the exceptionalist nation allowed escape from the obligation to universal freedom even as it awakened universalist moral principles against slavery.
Lincoln's exceptionalist equation between the real and the ideal nation carried the stipulation, however, that slavery not be allowed to grow: "I hold it to be equally clear, that we should never knowingly lend ourselves directly or indirectly, to prevent that slavery from dying a natural death-to find new places for it to live in, when it can no longer exist in the old." For Lincoln, as for the free-soil movement generally, the underlying premise was that slavery in time would die "a natural death" if deprived of new lands. Whether Lin- (New York, 2005), 11-68, 225-46; William R. Brock, Parties and Political Conscience: American Dilemmas, 1840 -1850 (Millwood, 1979 , 139. Two recent works differ in locating the aggressor in South and North, respectively, but both point up the importance of national identity in the discourse of sectional conflict: Manisha Sinha, The Counter-Revolution of Slavery: Politics and Ideology in Antebellum South Carolina (Chapel Hill, 2000) ; and Susan-Mary Grant, North over South: Northern Nationalism and American Identity in the Antebellum Era (Lawrence, 2000) . 26 coln ever looked into that premise is doubtful; as Don E. Fehrenbacher concluded, it appears in his writings as a vague "hope," an assumption rather than an argument. The logic had plausibility, although slavery was proving increasingly adaptable in the old southeastern states and some southern writers were mounting credible arguments that slavery could flourish even as the South developed a more complex economy. The belief that slavery required new land was convenient both for southerners interested in expansion and for northerners hopeful that slavery would eventually disappear.
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During the 1850s, when free soil moved to the center of the national political agenda, Lincoln moved into free-soil politics. When he eulogized his Whig hero Henry Clay in 1852, he still argued that the threat to the nation came from abolitionist extremists who would fragment the Union in the name of immediate emancipation. But now he also denounced the southern militants who would undermine the nation's freedom. When an increasing number of southern spokesmen, in an effort to defend slavery as a positive good, began to attack the Declaration of Independence, Lincoln was truly alarmed. He viewed with "astonishment," he said, those who "are beginning to assail and to ridicule the white-man's charter of freedom-the declaration that 'all men are created free and equal.'" Beware, he warned at Peoria, lest "in our greedy chase to make profit of the negro," we destroy "even the white man's charter of freedom."
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Spurred by this threat to the nation's and the white man's principled liberty, Lincoln spelled out in his Peoria speech in 1854 his categorical liberal defense of human rights for all, black and white: "The doctrine of self-government is right-absolutely and eternally right." The declaration's universalistic language of equality and inalienable natural rights, as the foundation of American liberty, was the foundation for the slave's right to selfgovernment as well as the white man's. Only a firm moral position against slavery, Lincoln argued, not the popular sovereignty doctrine of his political rival, Stephen A. Douglas, could prevent the expansion of slavery and save the nation's exceptionalist character. America's world-historical mission was crucial to Lincoln, as he quoted criticism from "the liberal party of the world" and declared that "Our Republican robe is soiled." 30 Still, republican liberty required the survival of the nation that bore it, and that nation was still a slaveholding republic. The human rights that Lincoln offered were thus limited. He restricted the principle of "self-government" to the realm of natural rights alone, centering it on the natural right of every man to the fruit of his own labor. He often followed up his declaration that blacks could not be the political and social equals of whites with a ringing affirmation of equal labor rights: The Negro may not be my equal, "but in the right to eat the bread, which his own hand earns, he is my equal and . . . the equal of every living man." Not only would that line have struck a sympathetic chord for free-soil audiences, it also conveniently shunted human equality away from political and social relations to the more circumscribed realm of work.
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While theorists had long distinguished between natural and political rights, the increasing democracy of the antebellum decades had blurred the distinction. Under the regime of white manhood suffrage, "equal rights" were popularly understood to encompass both the natural rights of the declaration and the political rights by which they were safeguarded. "Self-government" was at once a moral and political ideal. During his 1854 speech Lincoln himself admitted that the two were linked in principle. Arguing that the three-fifths clause of the Constitution denied northern whites the full weight of their votes, he declared "Allow ALL the governed an equal voice in the government, and that, and that only is self-government." He quickly added, however, that in the case of blacks, "NECESSITY" forbade "political and social equality." 32 Lincoln and the free-soil movement forced a wedge into the right of self-government to avoid equal citizenship for blacks. Equal political and social rights would bestow on blacks and whites together full citizenship rights and a common fraternal identity; it would make Africans into African Americans, members of the nation as well as the human race. 33 Although Fredrickson was thinking of race when he concluded that for Lincoln the Negro was "a man but not a brother," the phrase fits exactly the distinction between membership in humanity and membership in the nation that Lincoln and the free-soil Republicans drew.
In addition to narrowing the definition of human rights, allegiance to the nation continued to present a basic structural obstacle to universal liberty. As Lincoln wrote a southern friend, although slavery had always violated his moral sense, "I bite my lip, and keep quiet," like most northerners, "in order to [remain loyal] to the constitution and the Union." In his 1854 speech he made that priority clear: "Much as I hate slavery," Lincoln admitted, "I would consent to the extension of it rather than see the Union dissolved, just as I would consent to any GREAT evil, to avoid a GREATER one." 34 Throughout the decade, Lincoln tried to avoid having to choose between his two moral goods by tightening the identification of nation with liberty.
The way to end sectional conflict, Lincoln said, was to restore the principles that had defined the nation's character: "If you would have the peace of the old times, re-adopt the precepts and policy of the old times." The attempt to annul the destructive effects of time by a return to first principles was characteristic of the classical republican tradition and of Lincoln's plea for the perpetuation of the nation. "Our fathers" had brought slavery into the Union and protected it by law only because of necessity, he argued; they believed that slavery was morally wrong and expected it to disappear. Lincoln wanted to restore both prongs of the original compromise: "Let us turn slavery from its claims of 'moral right,' back upon its existing legal rights, and its arguments of 'necessity.' Let us return it Lincoln (New York, 2005) , xvii-xxiii; Gordon S. Wood, The Radicalism of the American Revolution (New York, 1992), 229-305; Lincoln, "Speech at Peoria," 266, 269. 33 The legal citizenship rights granted to free blacks varied north and south and between northern states. While most northern courts accorded free blacks a minimum level of citizenship that conferred basic protection and required allegiance, they denied them equal citizenship rights. See Smith, Civic Ideals, 34 Lincoln to Speed, Aug. 24, 1855, in Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, ed. Basler, II, 320; Lincoln, "Speech at Peoria," 270. to the position our fathers gave it; and there let it rest in peace." Here Lincoln is recasting the varied and complex motivations of the founding generation into his own binary position. "Necessity" for Lincoln was the necessity to maintain slavery where it existed, because he believed that was the only way to maintain the nation and because he did not believe emancipation was a viable option. Necessity legitimated his own and the nation's bifurcated position on slavery and equal rights. If American slavery were only a matter of necessity, then the slaveholding republic would remain in principle free, and American exceptionalism would be vindicated.
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While Lincoln placed his hopes in the Founders' original compromise, time was moving rapidly forward. In 1857 the Dred Scott decision relied on original intent to declare that blacks had not been included in the declaration's and Constitution's rights and could never be citizens and that Congress had no power to prevent slavery in the territories. Lincoln disagreed with the decision's reasoning, but it apparently forced him to try to justify the founding generation as men of principle in the face of their-and his own-compromise with "necessity." When the fathers declared all men equal in "certain inalienable rights," they did not mean to confer such rights on all men immediately, he said.
They meant simply to declare the right, so that the enforcement of it might follow as fast as circumstances should permit. They meant to set up a standard maxim for free society . . . and even though never perfectly attained, constantly approximated, and thereby constantly spreading and deepening its influence, and augmenting the happiness and value of life to all people of all colors everywhere.
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Preserving the anchor of declaration principles in an ideal past while deferring their realization to an ideal future, Lincoln coupled a ringing idealism with the postponement of emancipation. The maxim authorized present action to keep slavery from spreading, but not to overturn the fathers' compromise. It conferred "no right . . . to enter into the slave States, and interfere with the question of slavery at all," nor should the North have any "inclination" to do so. Here he differed sharply from the radical advocates of free soil who believed there were constitutionally valid ways to undermine southern slavery and who planned to avail themselves of them. Lincoln, in contrast, in order to maintain the Union, declared allegiance to both the slaveholding republic of the past and the liberal republic of the future.
37
It is ironic that Lincoln grounded his progressive maxim in the Founders' feeble hope for a future end to slavery. If in 1790 the founding generation might hope with some realism that progress would bring an end to slavery, by the 1820s emancipation had become a distant futurity. As John Adams then admitted to Thomas Jefferson, it was a hope left passively to "God . . . and his agents in posterity." The irony became plainer in 1858, when Lincoln challenged Douglas by provocatively declaring that "a house divided against itself cannot stand," a declaration that on its face suggested not just free soil, but an attack on 35 For Lincoln on "peace," see Abraham Lincoln, "Fourth Debate with Stephen A. Douglas, at Charleston," in Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, ed. Basler, III, 181; and Abraham Lincoln, "Address at Cooper Institute, New York City," Feb. 27, 1860, ibid., 538. On "necessity," see Lincoln, "Speech at Peoria," 276 . On the founding generation, see Paul Finkelman, Slavery and the Founders: Race and Liberty in the Age of Jefferson (Armonk, 1996) . 36 Lincoln, "Speech at Springfield," 406. For the view that Lincoln's resort to necessity was consistent with adherence to liberal principle and his failure to grant equal rights not "intrinsically unjust," see Harry V. Jaffa, Crisis of the House Divided: An Interpretation of the Issues in the Lincoln-Douglas Debates (New York, 1959), 32-34, 61, 318, 325, 379-86, esp. 379. 37 Abraham Lincoln, "Speech at Chicago," July 10, 1858, in Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, ed. Basler, II, 492 . On the radicals' constitutional program against slavery, see Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, 122, 208. southern slavery. "I believe this government cannot endure, permanently half slave and half free." When Douglas accused him of demagoguery and pointed out that the Union had in fact endured for eighty-two years half-slave and half-free, Lincoln did not answer that the future would be different from the past. On the contrary, he made it clear that he was saying no more than he had always said, that he wished to place slavery "where the founders of this Government originally placed it." Ever since the founding, "the public mind did rest, all that time, in the belief that slavery was in course of ultimate extinction. That was what gave us the rest that we had through that period of eighty-two years." To speak of eighty-two years of rest from agitation over slavery was a gross exaggeration. Moreover, to discover a course toward the extinction of slavery in the eighty-two years since the founding-the very period when slavery had become ever more entrenchedexposed the contradiction between ideal and reality that Lincoln's nationalism blurred. Only in the providential time of American exceptionalism could the nation have been advancing along that ideal path.
38
His timetable for emancipation relied on the same premise. At one point in 1858 he explained that extinction of slavery might take "a hundred years, if it should live so long"; at another, he said that it would be "a hundred years at the least; but that it will occur in the best way for both races in God's own good time, I have no doubt." If that passive stance represented an effort to pander to his racist audience, the more active stance Lincoln took in Chicago in 1859 could equally be attributed to political motive, the desire to shore up his antislavery Republican base against a last-minute take-over by Stephen Douglas:
I suppose [slavery] may long exist, and perhaps the best way for it to come to an end peaceably is for it to exist for a length of time. But I say that the spread and strengthening and perpetuation of it is an entirely different proposition. There we should in every way resist it as a wrong, treating it as a wrong, with the fixed idea that it must and will come to an end.
However one parses Lincoln's mix of political calculation and moral principle, ending slavery either passively or actively would be left to the uncertainties of an extended future. The founding generation's original embrace of progress had frozen slavery into the distant future. Lincoln's "ultimate extinction" was threatened with the same fate. Lincoln is rightfully remembered for his valorization of declaration principles of universal liberty and equality as central to the nation's identity-his signature stamp on the political culture of the era. But the linkage between nation and freedom he enacted in principle cut both ways. As Lincoln interpreted the link during the 1850s, its condemnation of slavery came at the cost of timely emancipation. It made up in eloquent moral principle what it surrendered in reality. 39 Lincoln's fervent support of both universal liberty and a particular historical nationality, his attachment to a fixed past and a progressive future, gave him free-soil views that straddled the political spectrum from abolitionist fervor against slavery to conservative Unionism. It is no accident that abolitionists distrusted him, nor that he emerged as the Republican candidate for president in 1860 who was most acceptable to all wings of the party. 40 The victory of the Republican party and the secession of the Deep South states put both the nation and the principles attached to it in danger. Lincoln's response was entirely in keeping with his dual values and chief priority: he vowed to maintain the Union and the principle of ultimate freedom it embodied. Lincoln thus drew a firm line as tentative compromise efforts multiplied: on "the question of extending slavery under the national auspices,-I am inflexible." But he would accommodate the South on "whatever springs of necessity from the fact that the institution is amongst us." Unlike Republican radicals, he was willing to shore up the slave system with a strong fugitive slave law, the continuation of the internal slave trade and of slavery in the District of Columbia, and an irrevocable constitutional amendment guaranteeing slavery in the states where it already existed. 41 When compromise failed and the South did not back down, Lincoln did not blanch at war. He had justified the right of secession under the principle of self-government when Texas seceded from Mexico, but when the United States was to be dismembered, he declared that "in contemplation of universal law, and of the Constitution, the union of these states is perpetual." As early as 1856 he used fighting words to dismiss a warning that his free-soil position would force the South to secede. "If you attempt it," he told the South, "we won't let you. With the purse and sword, the army and navy and treasury in our hands and at our command, you couldn't do it." Secession put the Confederate leaders in the role of tyrants who were forcing the American nation to suicide. Their rebellion must be put down. 42 Secession and the war that followed gave over the nation to the North and its free-labor nationalism. If the debate over territorial expansion had raised doubts about the character of the nation, secession aroused primordial anxieties about the existence of the nation as a political, territorial, familial unity. The nation became an object of more passionate attachment and self-conscious reflection. Public discourse linked the nation and the nationstate in new ways to individual consciousness and community identity. The proliferation of familial tropes during secession and war signaled both the aspiration for organic unity and the heightened sense of national belonging. Divine support of the American nation and its world-historical mission gained new prominence as clergy and laymen attributed spiritual meaning to the nation's existence and purposes. 43 forever from the earth. As one historian wryly noted, "One looks in vain for any admission on Lincoln's part that God might manage without a unified United States." 50 After the Emancipation Proclamation, public support for a permanent end to slavery widened in the North. The absence of an exodus of freed slaves to the North, the transformation of runaway slaves into Union laborers, and the bravery of the newly commissioned black soldiers-all eased northern fears and encouraged moral arguments for liberty. For the Republican majority in the North, slavery came into focus as the cause of the war and emancipation as a policy necessary to end it and to prevent future hostilities. The National Union party that formed in 1864 to reelect Lincoln included in its platform the promise to pass a constitutional amendment that forever ended slavery. As Adam I. P. Smith has shown, "The Unionists . . . implicitly transformed emancipation into an aspect of nation-building: slavery must die because it threatened the life of the nation." Emancipation required the force of nationalist purpose because, for all the growing sentiment for justice to the slave, the nation remained the North's higher and more widely accepted ideal.
51
With Lincoln's support, the Congress voted full and permanent emancipation in the Thirteenth Amendment. Much of the congressional debate occurred in the midst of Lincoln's still doubtful campaign for reelection. While the amendment passed easily in the Senate, the House approved it in a lame-duck session only after his convincing electoral victory. The major reasons urged in support of the amendment-as in the general political discourse of the war years-were directly linked to preserving the nation. 52 Virtually every supporter in the Senate and most in the House argued that permanent emancipation would speed Union victory, prevent future civil wars, and secure the nation. Nationalism allowed the radical senator Charles Sumner to escape the odium of "philanthropy" by urging passage of the amendment "to save the country from peril . . . to save the national life." Nationalism likewise allowed a reluctant Kentucky Unionist in the House to accept emancipation: "If I must choose between secession and slavery on the one hand and universal emancipation and nationality on the other, I would embrace and cling to and defend our nationality." 53 only in the nationalist context inaugurated by the free-soil debate that antislavery principle gained an articulate spokesman in Lincoln, and only in the heightened nationalist context of civil war, when the ideals of nation and human rights were aligned, that emancipation gained Lincoln's and the North's support. Given that reality, it is not surprising that after the war reuniting the nation took precedence over justice for the freedpeople. The preeminent allegiance to the nation that is implied in David Blight's story of reunion was not just a postwar phenomenon but had governed the country's response to slavery since the founding of the Republic.
57
The emancipation debates-with considerable help from Lincoln-revived and strengthened the exceptionalist ideology that linked universal principles of liberty and equality to the American nation. That tie produced mixed results, for the moral implications of exceptionalism varied, depending on the nationalist context in which it operated. Before the war, exceptionalist rhetoric had likely obscured more often than it revealed the country's dereliction, as it initially did for Lincoln. When sectional conflict forced the nation to face its contradictory identity and the Civil War joined liberty to national survival, however, exceptionalist ideology became a powerful force for emancipation. Still, attachment to the nation left in play the abridgments of universal freedom exacted by the nation's particular existence. Lincoln solved the moral conflict he faced between principled liberty and national survival by linking human rights to national allegiance, but human rights remained the subordinate partner. When the egalitarian sentiments aroused by wartime nationalism receded, Americans were once again tempted to rely on the rhetoric of national freedom rather than the practice. The familial nationalism that emerged from the war encouraged Americans over the next few decades-and well into the twentieth century-to define the nation by race. As powerful a support of liberty and equality as exceptionalist ideology can be, the nationalist core of American identity retains the power to undermine universal principle.
